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Summary

Senete Concurrent Resolution 51 (1965) requires
the Commission to submit annual reports to the
Governor and the Legislature on faculty compen-
sation Pursuant to that cherge, over the years
the Commission has developed various methodolo-
gies for comparing California faculty salaries and
fringe benefits with those at comparable institu-
t1ons elsewhere 1n the nation

In March 1985, the Commussion approved a num-
ber of changes in this methodology, but several
1z8ues remained unresolved, most notably the
questions of how to present an analysis of fringe
benefits, how to make estimates when data are in-
complete, how to weight the data, whether to keep
the names of the comparison institutions confi-
dential, and which institutions to substitute for
those in the State University's comparison group
that were unable or unwilling to provide timely
data

With this document, all of the issues left open in
1985 have been resolved by the Commuission’s
Adwvisory Committee on the Faculty Salary Meth-
odology On all but one of the 1ssues, the commut-
tee's vote was unanimous This report explains
the background of the methodology on page 1-6
and describes the revised methodology on pages 7-
13

On recommendation of its Policy Development
Committee, the Commission adopted this report
at its June 8, 1987, meeting for implementation
during the decade from 1987-88 through 1996-97
Additional copies of the report may be obtained
from the Publications Office of the Commission
Further information about the report may be ob-
tained from William L Storey of the Commussion
staff at (916) 322-8018
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Origins of the faculty salary methodology

In 1960, the Master Plan Survey Team recommend-
ed that California’s proposed higher educatton coor-
dinating agency offer comments on the general level
of support sought by 1ts public colleges and universi-
ties and collect “pertinent data” on faculty supply
and demand (Master Plan Survey Team, 1960, p
136) The Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-
tion, created 1n 1961, soon collected and presented
some data, but the need for a more formal system of
determining fair levels of faculty salaries quickly
became evident Consequently, in 1964 the State
Assembly approved HR 250, which requested the
Legislative Analyst to determine a method for re-
porting faculty salary data to the Legislature This
led to the approval of Senate Concurrent Resclution
51 1n 1965, which required the Coordinating Couneil
to “submit annually to the Governor and the Legs-
lature not later than December 1 a faculty salary
and welfare benefits report,” such report to conform
to the recommendations offered previously by the
Legislative Analyst

Since 1966, the Council, and 1Ls successor, the Cali-
fornia Postsecondary Education Commission, have
submitted faculty salary reports 1n response to that
mandate, each report consisting principally of data
from the University, the State University, and therr
respective groups of comparison institutions
Through the application of a formula developed by
the Commuission, a number known as the “parity
percentage” 1s developed that projects the salary in-
crease required to bring California’s institutions to
the average of their comparison institutions in the
forthcoming budget year

Deriving the parity percentage has required the de-
velopment of a methodology that names the compar-
1son 1nstitutions for each segment, provides criteria
for their selection, and details the formula through
which the parity percentage 1s derived The method-
ology also provides for the collection of supplemental
information on faculty demographics and calls for
the development of special reports on Commumty

Faculty Salary Methodology Revisions

College faculty salaries, administrators’ salaries,
and medical faculty salaries

Changes in methodology through 1985

Between 1965 and 1977, the Coordinating Council
and later the Commuission experimented with a con-
siderable number of methodological and analytical
techniques Early versions of the methodology en-
countered considerable oppoesition from the Legisla-
tive Analyst, principally because most of the 20 1n-
stitutions on the State University’s comparison list
offered some doctoral degrees, unlike the State Unu
versity Nonetheiess, the Coordinating Couneil and
then the Comimussion tound that to exclude all insti-
tutions that granted even one doctorate degree
would produce a comparison hst that resembled the
s1ze, quality, and diversity of the State L niversity 1n
very few respects

Accordingly, the Commuission formed an Advisory
Commuttee on the Faculty Salary Methodology con-
sisting of representatives from the segments, the De-
partment of Finance, the Legislative Analyst, and
the Commussion 1n an attempt to produce a compro-
mise, and that compromise was reached in the meth-
odology revision approved by the Commission in
1977 For the next six years, the methodology re-
mained relatively stable, but by 1984, national eco-
nomic changes and improvements 1n data processing
necessitated a comprehensive re-examination of the
1977 procedures That re-examination began on
September 13, 1984, when the advisory committee
met to develop an outline for the ensuing study The
first phase of that effort was completed 1n March
1985, when the Commission approved 1its report,
Methods for Calculating Salary and Fringe Benefit
Cost Comparisons, 1985-86 to 1994-35, which, de-
spite several unresolved 1ssues, introduced a new
list of comparison institutions for the California
State University and changed the formula for devel-
oping the State University's parity percentage



That report represented an 1mportant agreement 1n
at least four respects

1 The list of comparison nstitutions for the State
University, whose faculty for several years had
received lower annual cost-of-living increases
than most others in the United States, was re-
vised The revision was necessitated by the fact
that about half of that segment’s comparison 1n-
stitutions were located 1n the upper midwest, an
area that had suffered a severe economic reces-
sion and was therefore unable to support 1ts 1n-
stitutions of higher education at the same level
as 1n prior years With the revised list of col
leges and universities -- one that exhibited fa:
greater economic and regional balance, wa-
more evenly divided between public and private
instifutions, and more closely resembled the
State University system in the mix of large and
small institutions - the Commussion offered a
strong statement 1n favor of economic justice

2 In addition to changing the comparison institu-
tion list for the State University, the Commis-
sion also revised the formula for computing the
parity figure 1n order to resolve a long-standing
criticism from the Office of the Legislative Ana-
lyst that comparison institution salaries were
improperly weighted by the Califorma State
University staffing pattern The sclution was to
use an average of the Califormia and comparison
institution patterns, thereby eliminating any bi-
as in favor of one or the other

3 The third major change was to move from two
annual reports to one For the previous 13 years,
the Commuission had 1ssued a preliminary report
in December, based on prior-year data, and a
final report 1n April, based on current-year data
In 1985, this was changed to a single December
report based on current-year data The changed
format, although beset with difficulties 1n ob-
taining timely data, was most helpful to the De-
partment of Finance, and after two years of ex-
perience, 1t appears certain that a parity percen-
tage as accurate as any published in the Com-
mission’s previous final reports can be obtained
some four to five months earlier than before

4 The final change was to present medical faculty
salary data bienmally instead of annually This
change was effected to save the University of

California time and expense, it has had no
known policy implications

Developments since 1983

In spite of the 1985 consensus, four of the 20 1nstitu-
tions selected for the State University's comparison
group -- all of them independent institutions -- sub-
sequently indicated that they preferred not to pre-
vide the necessary data for the annual survey Inad-
dition, 1t soon became apparent that several other
institutions could not provide data 1in a timely man-
ner As a result, the advisory committee reconvened
in April 1987, not only to find substitutes for the
four institutions unwilling to cooperate and to deter-
mine & procedure for dealing with incomplete data,
but alse to consider all of the unresclved 1ssues from
the 1985 report, including those concerning the
weighting of comparison institution data, the use of
a five-year average for the budget year projections,
the presentation of administrative salary data, the
treatment of fringe benefits, and the nature and ex-
tent of supplemental information In addition, the
cornmittee agreed to change the date on which com-
parison data must be submitted to the segments, 1s-
sued more specific instructions as to the type of data
required to be submitted, changed the st of admin-
istrative positions to be surveved, and made a num-
ber of technical and editorial changes

All but one of the 1ssues that came before the com-
mittee 1n 1987 have now been resolved to the satis-
faction of the Commussion, the Department of Fi-
nance, the Office of the Legslative Analyst, and the
segments, and 1t 1s therefore intended that the new
methodology will remain in effect for the next ten
budget cycles starting 1n 1987-88

The one exception to full agreement 1s the Legisla-
tive Analyst's objection to the continued assigning of
equal weights to each of the eight institutions 1n the
Umiversity of California’s cornparison group Ever
since the passage of Senate Concurrent Resolution
51 1n 1965, the comparison institution data obtained
for the University and the State University have
been treated differently in this respect, with the sal-
aries paid at each of the University’s eight compari-
son mnstitutions given an equal weight 1n the compu-
tation of their overall average, while salaries paid at
each of the State University's 20 comparison 1institu-
tions are weighted by the number of faculty at the



institution involved Normally, the Commission
would apply the State Umiversity method to the Uni-
versity, since 1t more accurately reflects the salaries
paid to the total market of faculty used in the com-
parison, but such a practice 1s questionable for the
University’s comparison group for three important
reasons

o First, as indicated 1n Display 1, the public institu-
tions 1n the University’s group are quite large,
enough so that weighting salaries by the number
of faculty would substantially reduce the influ-
ence of the private institutions

DISPLAY 1 Number of Faculty at Each
of the Unwversity of Califormia’s Eight
Comparison Institutions, 1985-86

Total

Number

Institution of Faculty

Public Institutions
State University
of New York at Buffalo 872
University of Illinois, Urbana 1,694
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor 1,303

University of Wisconsin, Madison 1,145
Priwate Institutions
Cornell University 665
Harvard Umversity 809
Stanford Universtty 710
Yale University 609
Totals
Publ:ic Institutions 4,814
Private Institutions 2793
Total 7 607
Percentages
Public Institutions 63 3%
Private Institutions 3717
Total 100 0

Source Academe, 1986

» Second, there 1s no evidence from data on the
origing and destinations of faculty that there are
more exchanges of faculty between the Umiversity
of California and the public institutions than with
the private institutions Accordingly, 1t cannot be
concluded that the public institutions’ larger size

gives them a more prominent role 1n the recruit-
ing market than the private institutions

s Third, the University of Cal:forma has long oper-
ated under what 15 known as the “star system,”
which refers to a recruiting process designed to
obtain the most pre-eminent teachers and re-
searchers 1in a given disciphine Institutional size
has little to do with the success or failure to re-
eruit a particular "star ” Thus 1t can easily be
demonstrated that Yale, with only 609 total fac-
uity, 15 as strong a competitor for a particular in-
dividual as the University of Illinois wath 1,694
faculty Because of this equality, or near equal-
ity, 1n recruiting ability, 1t has always seemed
prudent to the Commission to accord the salaries
paid at Cornell, Harvard, Stanford, and Yale an
equal weight with those paid at SUNY Buffalo and
the Universities of Ilhnois, Michigan, and Wis-
consin

Accordingly, because this difference 1n weighting 1s
acceptable to all parties except the Legislative Ana-
lyst, 1t 15 continued 1n the new methodology At the
Analyst's request however, the Commussion has
agreed to describe fully, 1n each of its annual salary
reports, the reasons for the differential weighting

The revised methadology

Part two on pages 9-15 describe the new methodol-
ogy The remaining paragraphs of this part summa-
rize the changes from the 1985 version

Section 1

1 The years to which the methodology applies are
extended two years, and now 1nclude the period
between 1987-88 and 1996-97

2 The date on which the segments must present da-
ta to the Commission 15 changed from November
15 to December 5 of each year This 1s to allow
additional time for the comparison institutions to
report last minute data while preserving suffi-
cient time for the Department of Finance to in-
corporate the results of the comparison method-
ology into their deltberations on the Governor’s
Budget The fact that the data must be submitted
to the Commuission by December 5, and Commis-



sion staff then veriy the data and report to the
Department of Finance on the same day, 1s now
possible with the use of electronic spreadsheets
Communication with the Department, of Finance
and the Office of the Legislative Analyst 15 by tel-
ephone, with a written report to be transmitted to
the Governor and the Legislature in January or
February

3 The additional language in Section 1 of the pro-
posed methodology details the exact nature of the
raw data to be provided to the Commission by the
segments, and provides also that the names of the
comparison tnstitutions shall be kept confiden-
tial

Section 2

Section 2 of the revised methodology contains no
change from the version approved by the Comms-
sion in March 1985

Section 3

1 Section 3 of the methodology concerns comparison
institutions In 1985, the University of California
was considering requesting a change in one of its
comparisen 1nstitutions, hence the language that
the University's comparison list was an open
item Since that time, the University has decided
not to propose changes

2 To replace those institutions unwilling to cooper-
ate in the natwnal survey of faculty compensa-
tion, the State University’s comparison institu-
tion list contains four changes from those ap-
proved by the Commssion in 1985 These include
Tufts University for Boston Unmiversity, the Uni-
versity of Maryland {Baltimore County) for the
Umnversity of Miam: (Florida), Loyola University
{Chicago) for DePaul University, and Reed Col-
lege for Lewis and Clark College (both located 1n
Oregon) Following an analysis of the salaries
paid to the two groups of four institutions, 1t was
determined that the net effect on the parity figure
was negligible

Section 4

Starting 1n Section 4 and eontinuing throughout the
methodology, the word "average” has been changed
to "mean ” This 13 a more precise term, and avoids
any confusion with other “averages,” such as modes
and medians

Section 5

In Section 5, the unresolved 1ssue of whether the
University's compartson 1nstitutions' average sala-
ries should be weighted by the number of faculty at
each 1nstitution was resolved by a majority of the ad-
visory committee in favor of continuing an equal
weight to each of the eight universities involved As
noted 1n the introduction, the Office of the Legisla-
tive Analyst dissented from this decision

Section 6

The major addition of language 1n Section 6 cutlines
the procedures to be followed when complete salary
data cannot be obtained by the December 5 deadline
from any comparison institution Complete data are
defined as a detailed current-vear computerized pay-
roll printout that specifies the number of faculty and
the salary expenditures at each rank, with the cost-
of-living adjustment for the current year included
If erither the salary expendttures or the staffing pat-
tern (the number of faculty at each rank) are not
avallable, actual mean salaries cannot be calculat-
ed, and 1t becomes necessary to generate an estimat-
ed mean

Experience indicates that, when no current year
data are available, but the anticipated cost of living
adjustment 1s known (e g , 5 5 percent), 1t 1s probable
that the actual increase 1in mean salaries will be
only 95 percent of the projected increase (e g, 055 X
95 = 0523 or 5 2%) Accordingly, the methodology
provides for the application of the 95 percent adjust-
ment The subsequent three paragraphs of the re-
vised methodology deal with similar situatiens
where complete data are unavailable by the Decem-
ber 5 deadline The final paragraph requires the
segments to submit a supplemental report, with
final data, not later than April 1



It should be noted that this section now applies only
to salary data Reporting requirements for fringe
benefit data are now detailed in Section 7

Section 7

For many years, there has been considerable dissat-
1sfaction with the presentation of fringe benefit cost
data, and the Commission has included a compre-
hensive disclaimer with regard to these data in sev-
eral previpus annual reports The basic problem 1s
that the largest cost 1tem in any fringe benefit pack-
age 1S the retirement program, and there 15 not al-
ways a close relationship 1n such programs between
employer costs and employee benefits Consequent-
ly, merely reporting employer contributions to re-
tirement programs does not often provide a true
measure of the “value” of the benefits

Because of this problem, the Legislative Analyst rec-
ommended, and the Legislature approved, Supple-
mental Budget Act Language that required the four-
year segments to study "normal costs” of various re-
tirement systems 1n their comparison institutions
This actuarial concept generally provides a more ac-
curate indication of real costs and benefits, and 1s
consequently more useful in determining how com-
parable Califorma’s programs are to those in other
states

In the summer of 1985, both segments 1ssued their
reports, which were included 1in the Commission's
1986-87 annual faculty salary report In general,
the data provided were regarded by members of the
advisory committee as more informative than the
simpie cost data presented previously and the com-
mittee therefore agreed to institutionalize the proc-
ess by conducting similar comprehensive surveys ev-
ery four years This interval appeared to the com-
mittee to be reasonable, first since most institutions
do not change their fringe benefit packages often,
and second because the process of determining “nor-
mal costs” 15 time consuming and expensive With
the first report having been presented in 1985, 1t was
suggested that the next regular interval should be
1989, then every four years thercafter A June 30
deadline 15 specified 1n the methodology

Section 8

All of the changes in Section 8 are technical or ed1-
torial, with two exceptions (1) Based on an analysis
by the State University and a review of that analysis
by Commission staff, the deduction from the parity
percentage to reflect the existence of higher paid law
faculty 1n the comparison institutions has been
changed from 0 8 percent to 0 2 percent, and (2) an
additional deduction, to be determined annually,
has been added to account for the effect of unallo-
cated merit salary awards which are always budget-
ed separately from Lhe faculty salary appropriation
In 1986-87, this amount was 0 8 percent 1n 1987-88,
1t was 0 75 percent

Section 9

In Section 9, a number of changes have been offered
in the analysis of administrators’ salaries, principal-
ly the inclusion of central office admimstrative sal-
aries Previously, the Commission surveyed only
campus based positions, since there was no basis for
a national comparison of central office administra-
tors Nevertheless, during deliberations of the adwvi-
sory commttee, the Legislative Analyst's represen-
tative requested the inclusion of twelve position cat-
egories 1n the University of California’s Office of the
President, and ten similar positions 1n the Chancel-
lor's Office of the California State University Ac-
cordingly, the annual report on administrators’ sal-
aries will include national comparisons for 18 cam-
pus-based positions, and a presentation of the salar-
1es paid to between 10 and 12 central office person-
nel without comparisons to any other administrative
enftity

No changes were suggested for the reports on medi-
cal faculty salaries and Community College faculty
salaries beyond the biennial reporting requirement
for medical salaries approved by the Commission 1n
1985

Section 10

Section 10 concerns supplementary information
When the Commission approved the methodology :n



1985, the University of California had begun publi-
cation of a comprehensive report on faculty demo-
graphics and related data, but the question of sup-
plementary information from the Califorma State
University remained unresolved Sinee that time,
the State Unmiversity has agreed to submit data on
basic faculty demographies (age, sex, ethnieity), pro
motions and separations, origins and destinations,
and such other information as it considers appropri
ate Both segments will report by April 1 each year

Section 11

Concerming Section 11, the criteria for -electing
University and State University comparison institu
tions, there are no substantive changes

Conclusion

The methodology for determining "fair” levels of fac-
ulty salaries 1in Califormia’s four-year segments has
evolved from its rudimentary beginnings in 1965 to
the document presented as Appendix B 1n this re-
port Efforts by the Commssion's Advisory Commut-
tee on the Faculty Salary Methodology have pro-
duced a consensus on almost all of the unresolved
1ssues discussed 1n the 1985 report, solved several
technical problems associated with the State Uni-
versity’s new list of comparison institutions, and
found a way to provide current-year data several
months earlier than had previously been the case
With this consensus, 1t should be possible to adhere
to the methodology contained 1n this report for the
next ten years, and possibly longer
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The following procedures will be employed by the
California Postsecondary Education Commuission to
develop 1ts annual report on faculty salaries and
fringe benefits in Califorrua publiec higher education
for the ten-year period from 1987-88 to 1996-97

1. Number and timing of reporis

One report will be prepared by the Commission each
year That report will contain current-year data
from both the University of California’s and the Cal-
ifornia State University’s comparison institutions,
such data to be submitted by the segments to the
Commission, the Department of Finance, and the
Legislative Analyst not later than December 5 each
year The segmental submissions are to include to-
tal mne and eleven-month expenditures, and the
number of faculty, at each rank specified 1n Section
4 of this document for each comparison institution
Comparison institutions should be identified only by
letter code Commission staff shall verify the accu-
racy of the segmental calculations and report the
results of its analysis to the Department of Finance
and the Office of the Legislative Analyst on Decem-
ber 5, or the first working day following December 5
if the latter falls on a weekend The Commission
shall submit a report on the subject to the Depart-
ment of Finance and the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee not later than February 15

2. Principle of parity

The report will indicate needed percentage increases
{or decreases) for the forthcoming fiscal year in sala-
ries and fringe benefit costs for Umversity of Cali-
fornia and California State University faculty to
achieve and maintain parity with comparison insti-
tution faculty at the ranks of professor, associate
professor, assistant professor, and (at the State Uni-
versity only) instructor Parity 18 defined as the
mean of all salaries paid by the comparison institu-

Methodology for Determining University
Faculty Salaries and Fringe Benefits

tions as a whole at each rank A separate list of com-
parison institutions will be used by each of the four-
year California segments of higher education

3. Comparison institutions
Unwersity of California

Comparison institutions for the University of Cali-
fornia will be the following

Cornell University®

Harvard University*

Stanford University®

State University of New York, Buffalo
University of Illinois, Urbana
University of Michagan, Ann Arbor
University of Wisconsin, Madison
Yale University*

The Califorma State University

Comparison institutions for the California State
University will be the following for the years 1987-
88 through 1996-97

Northeast

Bucknell Umversity®

Rutgers the State University of New Jersey, Newark
State Univermty of New York, Albany

Tufts University®

Urnuversity of Brndgeport*

South

Georgia State University

North Carolina State University

University of Maryland, Baltimore County
Virgina Polytechnic Institute and State University

North Central

Cleveland State University
Loyola University, Chicago®
Mankato State University
Wayne State University



University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee

Wost

Arizona State University

Reed College®*

Unuversity of Colorado, Denver
University of Nevada, Reno
Unaversity of Southern California®
University of Texas, Arlington

* Independent Institution

4. Faculty to be included and excluded

Unwersity of California

Faculty to be included i1n the comparisons are those
at the ranks of professor, associate professor, and as-
sistant professor (the University does not use the
rank of instructor) employed on nine and eleven-
month (prorated) appointments, with the exception
of faculty 1n law, the health sciences, summer ses-
sions, extension programs, and laboratory schools, to
the extent that these faculty are covered by salary
scales or schedules other than theose of the regular
faculty Faculty on the special salary schedules for
engineering, computer science, and business admin-
1stration will be included with the regular faculty

Faculty members to be included are those assigned
to wnstruction (regardless of their assignments for
research and other University purposes), depart-
ment chairmen (if not on an administrative salary
schedule), and faculty on salaried sabbatical leave

The number of University faculty will be reported on
a full-time-e juivalent basis

The California State University

Faculty to be included 1n the comparisons are those
with full-time appointments at the ranks of profes-
sor, associate professor, assistant professor, and 1n-
structor, employed on nine and eleven-month (pro-
rated) appointments, department chairmen, and fac-
ulty on salaried sabbatical or special leave Faculty
teaching seminar sessions or extension will be
excluded

Funds appropriated for "outstanding professor
awards” will be included 1n the State Unuversity's
mean salaries

The number of State University and comparison in-
stitution faculty will be reported on a headcount ba-
sis

5. Computation of comparison
institution mean salaries

As indicated below, the University and the State
University use different methods to compute mean
sglaries in their respective groups of comparison in-
stitutions The Commission wiil provide a detailed
explanation of these differences 1n 1ts annual report

University of California

For the University's comparison group, the mean
salary at each rank will be obtained for each com-
parison institution The mean salary at each rank
for the comparison group as a whole will then be cal-
culated by adding the mean salaries at the eight
comparison institutions and dividing by eight

The California State University

For the State University’s comparison group, the
total actual salary dollars paid at each rank for the
group as a whole will be divided by the number of
faculty within the rank at all 20 institutions to de-
rive the mean salary for each rank

6. Five-year compound rate
of salary growth

In order to compute the estimated salariea to be paid
by the comparison 1nstitutions 1n the budget year, a
five-year compound rate of change in salaries will be
computed using actual salary data for the current
year and the fifth preceding year

Each segment will compute the mean salary, by
rank, for their respective comparison groups as spec-
ified 1n Section 5§ above Each will then calculate the
annual compound rate of growth at each rank
between the current year and the fifth year preced-
ing the current year These rates of change will then
be used to project mean salaries for that rank for
ward one year to the budget year



In the event that neither current-year staffing nor
mean salary data can be obtained from a comparison
institution in a timely manner, the staffing pattern
and salary expenditure data from the prior year will
be used with the expenditures at each rank being in-
cremented by 95 percent of the anticipated current-
year salary increase If current-year staffing data
are available, but not current-year salary expendi-
ture data, the staffing data will be used with the
prior-year expenditures at each rank being incre-
mented by 100 percent of the anticipated current-
year salary increase

When a comparison institution does not supply both
1ts current-year staffing and salary expenditure da-
ta, and when that institution does not anticipate a
general faculty salary increase in the current year,
the prior-year staffing and expenditure data will be
assumed to remain unchanged for the current year

When current year staffing and salary expenditure
data are available, but do not reflect the full extent
of planned salary adjustments (e g , reported data do
not include a apecified percentage to be granted after
July 1 of a given fiscal year), the salary expenditures
at each rank will be adjusted to reflect the full extent
of the planned adjustment

When complete staffing and expenditure data are
avallable for neither the current nor prior years, the
most recent year for which complete data are avail-
able will be used In such a case, expenditures at
each rank will be incremented by 95 percent of the
anticipated salary expenditures increase for each
year in which complete data are unavailable

If the Umversity of California or the California
State University are unable to obtain complete cur-
rent-year staffing and salary expenditure data from
all of their respective comparison institutions by De-
cember 5 of any year, a supplemental report will be
filed with the Commuission, the Department of Fi-
nance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst as
goon as the date become available, but not later than
April 1 of the subsequent calendar year, such update
to include all additional data received since Decem-
ber 5 If the comparisen institution data remain in-
complete as of the April 1 date, a final report will be
filed on June 30, or at such earlier time as the Um-
versity or the State University are able to supply
complete data

7. Fringe benefits

On June 30, 1989, and every fourth year thereafter,
the University of California and the Califorma State
University shall submit reports on faculty fringe
benefits for the preceding fiscal year, such reports to
include the following information for their own sys-
tem and for each comparison mnstitution

a The mean employer and employee contribution
for retirement programs, health insurance pro-
grams (including medical, dental, vision and any
other medical coverage}, Social Security, and life,
unemployment, workers’ compensation, and dis-
ability insurance,

b The mean contribution needed to fund the “nor-
mal costs” of the retirement systems, and

¢ Any further information available, in addition to
the cost data, on actual benefits received

8. All-ranks average salaries

All-ranks mean salaries will be calculated for each
segment 1n the current year, and the comparison
institutions' mean salaries in the current and bud-
get years, by using the following procedures

Unwversily of California

Both the University's and its comparison institu-
tions’ mean salaries at each rank will be weighted
by the University’s projected budget-year staffing
pattern The all-ranks mean salaries produced
thereby will be compared and percentage differen-
tials computed for both the current and budget
years The percentage differential between the Uni-
versity’s current year all-ranks mean salary and the
comparison group's projected budget year all-ranks
mean salary will constitute the percentage amount
by which University salaries will have to be in-
creased (or decreased) to achieve parity with the
comparison group in the budget year

The California State Unwwersity

Both the State University's and its comparison in-
stitutions’ current-year staffing patterns will be em-



ployed The rank-by-rank mean salaries will be
separately weighted by the respective staffing pat-
terns for both the current and budget years so that
two sets of all-ranks meen salaries will be derived
The two all-ranks mean sgzlaries for the State Um-
versity in the current year (the firat weighted by the
State University’s staffing pattern and the second by
the comparison group's staffing pattern) will be add-
ed together and divided by two to produce the overall
mean Similarly, the current and budget-year all-
ranks mean salaries for the comparison institutions
will be added and divided by two to produce overall
means for both the current and budget years. The
State University’s current-year all-ranks mean sal-
ary will then be compared to the current and budget-
year comparison institution all-ranks mean salary
to produce both current and budget-year parity per-
centages The percentage differential between the
State University’s current-year all-ranks mean sal-
ary and the comparison group’s projected budget-
year all-ranks mean salary will constitute the
“Gross Percentage Amount” by which State Univer-
sity salaries will need to be increased or decreased to
achieve parity with the comparison group in the
budget year

The “Gross Percentage Amount” will be reduced by
applying three adjustments

s First, two-tenths of one percent (0 2 percent) will
be deducted to account for the effect of turnover
and promotions in the budget year

s Second, an additional two-tenths of one percent
(0 2 percent) will be deducted to account for the ef-
fect of higher paid law-school faculty in eight of
the State University’s comparison institutions

¢ Third, an additional percentage amount, to ac-
count for the effect of unallocated merit salary
awards, shall be deducted when applicable The
amount to be deducted shall be mutually agreed
to by Commission staff and the Chancellor’s Of-
fice of the State University
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9. Administrative, medical,
and community college salaries

Admirustrative salaries

In its annual faculty salary report, the Commission
will report the salaries paid to selected central-office
and campus-based administrators at the University
and the State Unmiversity The Commssion shall al-
so 1nclude data on comparable campus-based posi-
tions from both the University's and the State Uni-
versity's respective comparison institutions The
University and State University will use the same
group of comparison 1nstitutions as for their faculty
surveys

The campus-based administrative positions to be
surveyed shall include those listed in Display 1

In addition to these campus-based positiens for
which the national survey shall be conducted, the
University and the State University shall also re-
port the salaries paid to all central office personnel
with the position titles listed in Digplay 2

Medical faculty salaries

The Commission will include data on comparative
salaries and compensation plans for the University
of California and a select group of comparison inst:-
tutions on a bienmal basis commencing with the
1985-86 academic year Comparison institutions to
be surveyed will be Stanford University, the Univer-
sity of Chicago, the Umiversity of Illinois, the Uni-
versity of Michigan, the University of North Caro-
lina, the University of Texas at Houston, the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin, and Yale Umiversity Disei-
plines to be surveyed will be internal medicine, pedi-
atrics, and surgery, which, taken together, will be
considered representative of the medical profession
as a whole

Community college faculty salaries

In 1ts annual report on faculty salaries, the Commuis-
s1on shall include such comments as 1t considers ap-



DISPLAY 1

Campus-Based Admunistrative Posttions for Whick Current-Year Salaries at the Uniwersity of

California, the Califormia State University, and Their Respective Comparison Institutions Are
to Be Reported in the Commussion’s Annual Administrators’ Salary Survey

Umnversity of California
Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution
Chief Academic Officer
Chief Business Officer
Director of Personnel/Human Resources
Chief Budget Officer
Director of Library Services
Director of Computer Services
Director of Physical Plant
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Director of Campus Security
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Director of Information Systems
Director of Student Financial Aid
Director of Athletics

Dean of Agriculture

Dean of Arts and Sciences

Dean of Business

Dean of Education

Dean of Engineering
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Dean of the Graduate Division

The Cabforma State University
Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution
Chief Academic Officer
Chief Business Officer
Director of Personnel/Human Resources
Chief Budget Officer
Director of Library Services
Director of Computer Services
Director of Physical Plant
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Director of Campus Security
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Director of Institutional Research
Director of Student Financial Aid
Director of Athletics
Dean of Agriculture
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Dean of Arts and Sciences
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Dean of Business

Dean of Education
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Dean of Engineering
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Dean of the Graduate Division

DISPLAY 2 Central-Office Admunistrative Positions for Which Current-Year Salaries Are fto Be Reported
tn the Comnrussion’s Annual Adminustrators’ Salary Survey
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Umversity of Cahfornia
President
Senior Vice President
Vice President
Associate Vice President
Assistant Vice President
General Counsel of the Regents
Deputy General Counsel of the Regents

Treasurer of the Regents
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Associate Treasurer of the Regents
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Secretary of the Regents
Director of State Governmental Relations
Auditor

The California State Unuversity
Chancellor
Provost-Vice Chancellor or Executive Vice Chancellor
Deputy Provost
Vice Chancellor
Associate Vice Chancellor
Assistant Vice Chancellor
General Counsel
Associate General Counsel
Director of Governmental Affairs
Auditor
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propriate to satisfy the recommendation of the Leg-
islative Analyst contained in the Analysis of the
Budget Bill, 1979-80 Comments shall be directed
to, but need not be limited by, the contents of the An-
nual Report on Staffing and Salaries of the Commu-
nity Colleges’ Chancellery

10. Supplementary information

Supplementary information shall be supplied annu-
ally by both the Umversity of California and the
California State University The University of Cal-
ifornia shall continue to submit 1ts "Annual Aca-
demic Personnel Statistical Report.,” The California
State Unmiversity shall submit a report to the Com-
migsion on faculty demographics, promotions and
separations, origing and destinations, and related
data Both the University and the State University
will submit their supplemental reports not later
than April 1

11, Criteria for the selection
of comparison institutions

Uniwersity of California

The following four eriteria will be used to select com-
parison institutions for the University

1 Each institution should be an eminent major uni-
versity offering a broad spectrum of undergradu-
ate, graduate (Master’s and PhD), and profession-
al instruction, and with a faculty responsible for
research a3 well as teaching

2 Each institution should be one with which the
University is in significant and continuing com-
petation 1n the recruitment and retention of fac-
ulty

3 Each institution should be one from which it 1s
possible to collect salary and benefit cost data on a
timely, voluntary, and regular basis (Not all in-
stitutions are willing to provide their salary and
benefit cost data, especially 1n the detail required
for comparison purposes )

4 The comparison group should be composed of both
public and private institutions
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In selecting these institutions, stability over time
in the composition of the comparison group 1s 1m-
portant to enable the development of faculty sal-
ary market perspective, time-series analysis, and
the contacts necessary for gathering required da-
ta

The Californua State University

The following five criteria will be used to select com-
parison institutions for the California State Univer-
gity

1 Gereral comparabiity of institutions Compari-
gson 1nstitutions should reflect the mission, fune-
tions, purposes, objectives, and institutional di-
versity of the California State University system.
Faculty expectations at the comparison institu-
tions, 1n terms of pay, benefits, workload, and pro-
fessional responsibilities, should be relatively
similar to those prevailing at the California State
University To those ends, State University com-
parison institutions should 1nclude those that of-
fer a wide variety of programs at both the under-
graduate and graduate levels but that grant very
few if any doctoral degrees Specifically, the 20
institutions that awarded the largest number of
doctoral degrees during the ten-year period be-
tween 1973-74 and 1983-84 should be excluded
The list should include both large and small, and
urban and rural institutiona from each of the four
major regions of the country (Northeast, North
Central, South, and West) Approximately one-
fourth to one-third of the institutions on the list
should be private or independent colleges and uni-
versities, and none of these institutions should be
staffed predominantly with religious faculty

2 Economic comparability of institutional location
The comparison group, taken as a whole, shouid
reflect a general comparability in living costs and
economie welfare 1o conditions prevailing in Cal-
worma Consequently, institutions located in
very high cost areas, such as New York City, or 1n
severely economically depressed areas, should not
be included on the list In order to ensure a con-
tinuing economic comparability between Califor-
nia and those regione in which comparison insti-
tutions are located, the Commuission will periodi-
cally review such economic indicators as 1t consid-
ers appropriate and include the results of its sur-



veys in its annual report on faculty salaries and
fringe benefit costs

Availability of data Each institution should be
one from which it 15 possible to collect salary and
benefit cost data on a timely, voluntary, and reg-
ular basis. (Not all institutions are willing to pro-
vide their salary and benefit cost data, especially
in the detail required for comparison purposes )

4 Fringe benefits The comparison institutions

should provide fringe benefits, including a retire-
ment program that vests in the faculty member
within five years

. Unwersity of Caltfornwz comparison institutions

The California State University's comparison
group should not 1nclude any institution used by
the University of California for its comparison

group
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE Califorma Postsecondary Education Comms-
100 is a citizen board established in 1974 by the Leg-
islature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
California’s colleges and unuversities and to provide
independent, non-partigan policy analysis and rec-
ommendations to the Governor and Legsiature,

Members of the Commission

The Commisaion consiats of 17 memhers, Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three each appomnt-
ed for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate
Rules Commuittee, and the Speaker of the Assembly.
Six others represent the major segments of postsec-
ondary education in California. Two student mem-
bers will be appointed by the Governor

As of August 1992, the Commisasioners representing
the general public are:

Helen Z. Hansen, Long Beach, Chair
Henry Der, San Franasco; Vice Chair
Mim Andelson, Lo Angeles
C.Thomas Dean, Long Beach
Rosalind K. Goddard, Los Angeles
Mari-Luci Jaram:llo, Emerywille
Lowell J Paige, E] Macero

Tong Soo Chung, Loz Angeles
Stephen P Teale, M D, Modesto

Representatives of the segments are:
Alice J. Gozales, Rocklin; appointed by the Regents
of the Umiversity of Califormia,

Joseph D.Carrabino, Los Angelas; appomnted by the
Califormia State Board of Education;

Timothy P. Haidinger, Rancho Santa Fe; appointed
by the Board of Governors of the Cahformia Com-
munity Colleges;

Ted J. Saenger, San Francsco; appointed by the
Trustees of the California State Unmiversity; and

Harry Wugalter, Ventura; appointed by the Council
for Private Postsecondary and Vocational Education

The posttion of representative of Califormua’s inde-
pendent colleges and univeraities 18 currently va-
cant, as are those of the two student representatives.

Functions of the Commission

The Commisaion is charged by the Legslature and
Governor to “assure the effective utilization of pub-
lic postsecondary education resources, thereby elumi-
nating waste and unnecessary duplication, and to
promote diversity, \nnovation, and responsiveness
to student and societal needs ”

To this end, the Commussion conducts independent
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of
postsecondary education in Cahiformia, including
community colleges, four-year colleges, univers:-
ties, and professional and occupational schools.

As an advisory body to the Leguslature and Gover-
nor, the Commiassion does not govern or administer
any institutions, nor does 1t approve, authorize, or
accredit any of them. Instead, 1t performs 1ts specif-
1c duties of planning, evaluation, and coordination
by cooperating with other State agencies and non-
governmental groups that perform those other gov-
erming, admimstrative, and assesament functions

Operation of the Commission

The Commussion holds regular meetings through-
out the year at which it debates and takes action on
staff studies and takes positions on proposed legisla-
tion affecting education beyond the high school 1n
California. By law, its meetings are open to the
public. Requests to speak at a meeting may be
made by wrniting the Commussion in advance orby
submutting a request before the start of the meeting

The Commission’s day-to-day work 1s carried out by
its staff in Sacramento, under the gurdance of its ex-
ecutive director, Warren H Fox, Ph.D, who 1s ap-
pointed by the Commusaion

The Commission 12sues some 20 to 30 reports each
year on major issues confronting Cahforma postsec-
ondary education, and i1t malkes these publications
available to the public while supplies last.

Further information about the Commisasion and its
publications may be obtained from the Commission
offices at 1303 J Street, Fifth Floor, Sacramento, CA
98514-2938, telephone (916) 445-7933.



FACULTY SALARY REVISIONS
California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 87-27

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commuis-
sion as part of its planning and coordinating respon-
sibilities Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, California Post-
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814-3985

Other recent reports of the Commuission include

87-9 Expanding Educational Equity in Califorma’s
Schools and Colleges A Review of Existing and Pro
posed Programs, 1986-837 A Report to the Califormia
Postsecondary Education Commission by Juan C
Gonzalez and Sylvia Hurtado of the Higher Educa-
tion Research Instatute, UCLA, January 20, 1987
{February 87)

87-10 Overview of the 1987-88 Governor's Budget
for Postsecondary Education in California, Presented
to the Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommut-
tee #1 by Willhlam H Pickens, Executive Director,
California Postsecondary Education Commission
(March 1987)

87-11 The Doctorate in Education Issues of Supply
and Demand 1n Califormia (March 1987)

87-12 Student Public Service and the “Human
Corps” A Report to the Legislature in Response to
Assembly Concurrent Resolution 158 (Chapter 165
of the Statutes of 1986) (March 1987)

87-13 Standardized Tests Used for Higher Educa-
tion Admission and Placement in Califormia During
1986 The Second 1n a Series of Annual Reports Pub-
lished in Accordance with Senate Bill 1758 (Chapter
1505, Statutes of 1984} {March 1987

87-14 Time Required to Earn the Bachelor's De-
gree A Commission Review ot Siudies by the Cali-
forma State University and the University of
Califorma 1n Response to Senate Bill 2066 (1988)
{(Mareh 1987)

87-15 Comments on the Report of the Califorma
State Umiversity Regarding the Potential Effects of
Its 1988 Course Requirements A Report to the Leg-
islature 1n Response to Assembly Concurrent Resolu-
tion 158 (Chapter 165 of the Statutes of 1986) (March
1987)

87-16 Changes in Califorma State Oversight of Pri-
vate Postsecondary Education Institutions A Staff
Report to the Califormia Postsecondary Education
Commussion (March 1987)

87-17 Faculty Salaries in California’s Public Uni-
versities, 1987-88 The Commission’s 1986 Report to
the Legislature and Governor 1in Response to Senate
Concurrent Resolution No 51 (1965) (March 1987)

87-18 Funding Excellence 1n Cahifornia Higher Ed-
ucation A Report in Response to Assembly Concur-
rent Resolution 141 {1986) (March 1987)

87-19 The Class of '83 One Year Later A Report
on Follow-Up Surveys from the Commission’s 1983
High Schocl Ehgibility Study (March 1987)

87-20 Background Papers of the ACR 141 Task
Force on Funding Excellence 1n Higher Education
(March 1987)

87-21 Educational Costs (n Technical and Profes-
sional Fields of Study A Report to the Legislature in
Response to Assembly Concurrent Resolution 38
(Chapter 50 of the Statutes of 1986) (April 1987)

87-22 Update of Community College Transfer Stu-
dent Statistics, Umiversity of Califorma and the Cah-
fornia State University, Fall 1986 (Apri1] 1987)

87-23 Annual Report on Program Review Activ-
ities, 1985-86 The Eleventh in a Series of Reports to
the Legslature and the Governor on Program Re-
view by Commussion Staff and Caiifornia’s Publie
Colleges and Universities (June 1987)

87-25 Institutional Reports on Pacific Rim Pro-
grams Submissions bv the Califormia Community
Colleges, the California State Lniversity, and the
University of Califfornia in Re<pons: to Assembly
Concurrent Resolution 32 119861 June 1987) (A
supplement to Report 87-24 )

87-26 Major Gains and Losses Part Two A Staff
Report on Shifts Since 1976 1n the Popularity of Vari-
ous Academic Disciplines as Fields of Study at Cali-
forma's Public Universities {June 1987)

87-28 Comments on the Second Draft of the Master
Plan for Postsecondary Education, 1987-2002, by
Willlam H Pickens Executive Director’s Report,
June 1987 (June 1987)
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